SERVED: Cctober 23, 1992
NTSB Order No. EA-3700

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQOARD
WASHI NGTQN, D. C.

Adopt ed by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 14th day of October, 1992

Petition of

DAVI D McKNI GHT
for review of the denial by Docket SM 3902
the Adm nistrator of the
Federal Aviation Adm nistration

of the issuance of an airnman
medi cal certificate.

N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER DI SM SSI NG PETI T1 ON

By decision served May 18, 1992, NISB Order EA-3566, we
deni ed petitioner's challenge to the Admnnistrator's denial of a
third class airman nedical certificate. W denied petitioner's
request for reconsideration by order served August 19, 1992 (NTSB
Order EA-3641).

Petitioner has submtted a new "Petition for Reconsideration
of an Order," seeking reconsideration of our denial of
reconsideration. The petition wll be rejected.

Petitioner again seeks Board consi deration of evidence that
was not presented before the | aw judge. W explained in our
August decision that petitioner had not net the standard for
reopening for this purpose. He has still failed to do so. Hi's
expanded expl anation does not satisfy the standard we have
established. See August order at 2 and 49 C. F. R 821.50.

In this latest petition, petitioner submts letters that
were already in the record in connection with his prior petition
for reconsideration. He also submts material we rejected, by
| etter of our General Counsel, as out of tinme for formal
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consideration as a proffered supplenent to his first petition.
Finally, this petition contains nore new nmaterial.

Petitioner has had a full and fair hearing on the nerits,
and has now been tw ce advised that he has not justified
expanding the record to reexamne the validity of the

Adm nistrator's action. In light of the unique circunstances of
this case, no further filings frompetitioner regarding this
proceeding will be entertained. Should petitioner continue to
submt pleadings, we wll place themin the docket w thout

acknow edgenent or response.’
ACCORDI NG&Y, I T IS ORDERED THAT:
The petition is dism ssed.
VOGT, Chairman, COUGHLI N, Vice Chairman, LAUBER, HART and

HAMVERSCHM DT, Menbers of the Board, concurred in the above
or der.

'‘Qur action here is consistent with 49 C.F.R 821.50(d),
whi ch states, in pertinent part:

G ounds for dismssal. Repetitious petitions wll not be
entertained by the Board and will be summarily di sm ssed.




